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agents from coming in and being con-
sumed by Americans. Now is the time.
This is the time to vote no, to protect
American consumers from cancer-caus-
ing agents.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading and
was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall the joint
resolution pass?

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Texas (Mr. CRUZ).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 86 Leg.]

YEAS—55
Alexander Franken Nelson
Ayotte Gardner Peters
Bennet Grassley Reed
Blumenthal Hatch Reid
Booker Heinrich Risch
Burr Heller Rubio
Cantwell Isakson Sasse
Carper Johnson Schumer
Casey Kgune Shaheen
Coats King N

X Sullivan
Coons Kirk s
Corker Klobuchar Tillis
Cornyn Lankford Toomey
Crapo Lee Udall
Daines Markey Warner
Enzi McCain Warren
Ernst McCaskill Whitehouse
Feinstein Menendez Wyden
Flake Murray

NAYS—43
Baldwin Gillibrand Perdue
Barrasso Graham Portman
Blunt Heitkamp Roberts
Boozman Hirono Rounds
Boxer Hoeven Schatz
Brown Inhofe Scott
gapétf) Il\;leam},r Sessions

ardin anchin
Cassidy McConnell Sltlelby
abenow
Cochran Merkley Tester
Collins Mikulski Thune
Cotton Moran .
Donnelly Murkowski V1}tter
Durbin Murphy Wicker
Fischer Paul
NOT VOTING—2

Cruz Sanders

The joint resolution (S.J. Res.
was passed, as follows:
S.J. REs. 28

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture relating to ‘‘Manda-
tory Inspection of Fish of the Order
Siluriformes and Products Derived From
Such Fish” (80 Fed. Reg. 75590; December 2,

28)
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2015), and such rule shall have no force or ef-
fect.

—————

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to rule XXII, the Chair lays before the
Senate the pending cloture motion,
which the clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 469, S. 2943,
a bill to authorize appropriations for fiscal
year 2017 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the Depart-
ment of Energy, to prescribe military per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year, and for
other purposes.

John McCain, Thad Cochran, Lindsey
Graham, Joni Ernst, James M. Inhofe,
Tom Cotton, Kelly Ayotte, Richard
Burr, Cory Gardner, Jeff Sessions,
Thom Tillis, Mike Rounds, Dan Sul-
livan, Orrin G. Hatch, Tim Scott, John
Cornyn, Mitch McConnell.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
proceed to S. 2943, an original bill to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2017 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes,
shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Texas (Mr. CRUZ).

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 87 Leg.]

YEAS—98
Alexander Corker Hoeven
Ayotte Cornyn Inhofe
Baldwin Cotton Isakson
Barrasso Crapo Johnson
Bennet Daines Kaine
Blumenthal Donnelly King
Blunt Durbin Kirk
Booker Enzi Klobuchar
Boozman Ernst Lankford
Boxer Feinstein Leahy
Brown Fischer Lee
Burr Flake Manchin
Cantwell Franken Markey
Capito Gardner McCain
Cardin Gillibrand McCaskill
Carper Graham McConnell
Casey Grassley Menendez
Cassidy Hatch Merkley
Coats Heinrich Mikulski
Cochran Heitkamp Moran
Collins Heller Murkowski
Coons Hirono Murphy
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Murray Rubio Thune
Nelson Sasse Tillis
Paul Schatz Toomey
Perdue Schumer Udall
Peters Scott Vitter
Portman Sessions Warner
Reed Shaheen Warren
Reid Shelby :
Whiteh
Risch Stabenow Wiékzrouse
Roberts Sullivan Wyden
Rounds Tester ¥
NOT VOTING—2
Cruz Sanders

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 98, the nays are 0.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

————

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR
2017—MOTION TO PROCEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion to pro-
ceed.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 469, S.
2943, a bill to authorize appropriations for
fiscal year 2017 for military activities of the
Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe military
personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, it is an
honor to serve in the Senate. It is an
honor to serve the people of Arkansas.
I would never complain about the tasks
we are given.

There is one small burden I bear,
though. As a junior Senator, I preside
over the Senate—I usually do it in the
mornings—which means I am forced to
listen to the bitter, vulgar, incoherent
ramblings of the minority leader. Nor-
mally, like every other American, I ig-
nore them. I can’t ignore them today,
however.

The minority leader came to the
floor, grinding the Senate to a halt all
week long, saying that we haven’t had
time to read this Defense bill; that it
was written in the dead of night.

We just had a vote that passed 98 to
0. It could have passed unanimously 2
days ago. Let’s examine these claims
that we haven’t had time to read it—98
to 0—and in committee, all the Demo-
crats on the Armed Services Com-
mittee voted in favor of it. When was
the last time the minority leader read
a bill? It was probably an electricity
bill.

What about the claims that it was
written in the dark of night? It has
been public for weeks. And this, com-
ing from a man who drafted
ObamaCare in his office and rammed it
through this Senate at midnight on
Christmas Eve on a straight party-line
vote?

To say that the Senator from Arizona
wrote this in the dead of night, slipped
in all kinds of provisions, that people
don’t have time to read it, that is an
outrageous slander. And to say he
cares for the troops, how about this
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troop and his son and his father and his
grandfather—four generations of serv-
ice, to include almost 6 years of rotting
in a prisoner of war camp. To say he is
delaying this because he cares for the
troops, a man who never served him-
self, a man who, in April of 2007, came
to this very floor, before the surge had
even reached its peak, and said the war
was lost when over 100 Americans were
being Kkilled in Iraq every month, when
I was carrying their dead bodies off an
airplane at Dover Air Force Base—it is
an outrage to say we had to delay this
because he cares for the troops. We are
delaying it for one reason and one rea-
son only: to protect his own sad, sorry
legacy.

He now complains in the mornings
that the Senate is not in session
enough, that our calendar is too short.
Whatever you think about that, the
happy byproduct of fewer days in ses-
sion in the Senate is that this institu-
tion will be cursed less with his can-
cerous leadership.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I believe
that the other side of the aisle has been
informed that, at noon, I will ask that
we move forward with the bill.

Mr. President, it is my understanding
now that, most likely, the Democratic
leader will object to moving forward
with the defense authorization bill.
That is deeply regrettable. That is, in
fact, confounding to me; that even
though there may be differences on the
other side of the aisle, that we would
not move forward, given the situation
in the world today and the men and
women who are serving in our military.

I would remind my colleagues that
this legislation was passed through the
committee with a unanimous vote from
the Democrats and under the leader-
ship of my friend from Rhode Island,
Senator REED, who has also served this
Nation honorably in uniform, albeit,
poorly educated. The fact is, we have a
tradition the Senator from Rhode Is-
land and I have been scrupulously ob-
serving; that is, to work in a bipartisan
fashion for the good of the country.

I would mention a couple of things.
One is the Democratic leader yesterday
or the day before said they hadn’t had
time to read the bill. The bill has been
online since last Wednesday—last
Wednesday, a week ago. Obviously,
that seems to be sufficient time for
most to be able to examine the bill. We
have been on the floor explaining it.
There have been press releases. There
have been all kinds of examination of
the legislation.

As has been pointed out, we have had
legislation when the Democratic leader
was in the majority that we never saw
until the time he demanded a vote, par-
ticularly when they had 60 votes in
order to override any objections that
we might have—including, by the way,
the passage of the now-disastrous ACA,
or known to some of us as ObamaCare,
which now we are seeing the cata-
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strophic consequences, including our
citizens seeing dramatic increases in
their premiums to the point where it is
simply unaffordable, and there is more
to come.

The fact is, after 13 hearings with 52
witnesses, a unanimous vote on the
other side, 3 in opposition on my side,
we came up with a defense authoriza-
tion bill. The defense authorization bill
has reached the President’s desk and
has been signed by the President for 53
years. In my view, there is no greater
example over that 53-year period of the
ability of both sides to work together
for the good of the country.

Here we have, just recently, what ap-
pears to be—most evidence indicates—
a terrorist act, the blowing up of an
airliner. We have almost unprece-
dented suicide attacks in the city of
Baghdad, which have killed over 1,000
people in the last year. We have ISIS
metastasizing throughout the region,
including Libya, and now rearing its
ugly head in Afghanistan. We have a
situation of abuse of human rights that
is almost unprecedented. We have a mi-
grant refugee flow into Europe, which
obviously it is well known that Mr.
Baghdadi has instructed some of these
young men and possibly young women
to be prepared to commit acts of terror
in European and American countries.
Already, some of those plots have been
foiled.

The Director of National Intelligence
has testified before our committee that
the world is in more crises than at any
time since the end of World War II;
that there are more refugees in the
world than at any time since the end of
World War II; that America is in dan-
ger of terrorist attacks.

Whom do we rely on? We rely on the
men and women who are serving in the
military. That is why we passed, on a
vote of 24 to 3 through the Senate
Armed Services Committee—work on
both sides in a cooperative and bipar-
tisan fashion—the Defense authoriza-
tion bill.

You would think that all of those
facts would argue for us to take up this
bill immediately and debate and vote.
That is what the Senate is supposed to
do. That is what our Founding Fathers
had in mind.

So, again, the Democratic leader is
going to object to us moving forward.
Why in the world, with the world as it
is today, with the challenges we face,
with the men and women who are serv-
ing our Nation in uniform with cour-
age—one of whom is a citizen of my
own State who was just Kkilled—why
are we blocking the ability of this Na-
tion to defend, train, equip, and reward
the men and women who are serving in
the military? Why? Why won’t we
move forward and debate? We have al-
ways had lots of amendments, lots of
debates, lots of votes, and we have done
that every year in the years I have
been here.

The Democratic leader and I came to
the Congress together, by my calcula-
tion, almost 34 years ago. We have had
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a very cordial relationship from time
to time, and we have strong and spir-
ited differences. Those differences have
been honest differences of opinion be-
cause of the party and the philosophy
he represents. But I must say to my
friend from Nevada, I do not under-
stand why we would not go ahead and
take up this legislation and begin vot-
ing. That is what we are supposed to
do. That is what has happened for 53
years where we have debated, we have
gone to conference, we have voted, and
it has gone to the desk of the President
of the United States. A couple of times
it had been vetoed, and we had gone
back, but the fact is, we have done our
job.

What greater obligation do we have
than to defend this Nation? What
greater obligation do we have than to
help and do whatever we can to assist
the brave Americans who are serving in
uniform? What is our greater obliga-
tion? I think it is clear to everyone
what our obligation is. That obligation
is to do our job and do our duty.

The American people have a very low
opinion of us—on both sides of the
aisle. When they see that we are not
even moving forward on legislation to
protect, help, train, and equip the
young men and women who have volun-
teered to serve this Nation in uniform,
no wonder they are cynical. No wonder.

We have a piece of legislation that is
literally a product of hundreds of hear-
ings, literally thousands of hours of
discussion and debate, of work together
on a bipartisan basis, and we are not
able to move forward with it and begin
the amending process. I don’t get it. I
say to the Democratic leader, I don’t
get it. I do not understand why he
doesn’t feel the same sense of obliga-
tion that the rest of us do; that is, as
rapidly as possible, for us to take care
of the men and women who are serving,
meet the challenges of our national se-
curity that our larger—according to
the Director of National Intelligence—
than at any time since the end of
World War II. That is what I do not get.
Maybe the Democratic leader will illu-
minate us on that issue, but I don’t see
that there is any argument.

When the Democratic leader and I
meet the brave men and women who
are serving in uniform—those who are
at Nellis Air Force Base and in Yuma
at Luke Air Force Base—and tell them
that we wouldn’t move forward with
legislation that was to protect and
house and feed and train those men and
women, I would be very interested in
the response the Democratic leader
might have to that.

I urge my friend of many years—for
the last 34 years—to allow us to move
forward and begin debate on this very
important issue. I know of no greater
obligation we have than to address this
issue of national security, which is em-
bodied in the Defense Authorization
Act. In all these 34 years, I have never
objected to moving forward with this
legislation. I have had disagreements. I
have had strong problems with some of
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the provisions. But I thought it was
important to debate and vote.

I urge my colleagues not to object.
The bill has been available for people’s
perusal for over a week now. Every-
body knows the major points of the
bill. So I hope the Democratic leader
will not use that as a flimsy excuse be-
cause it is not one. But most impor-
tantly, I appeal to my colleague from
Nevada to think of the men and women
in uniform who are serving our country
and to think of our obligation to act as
best we can to protect them and help
them carry out their responsibilities
and their duties as they go into harm’s
way.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all postcloture time be yield-
ed back and that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of S. 2943.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SASSE). Is there objection?

The Democratic leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, every time I come
to the floor when my friend is on the
floor speaking, I need not tell everyone
within the sound of my voice how
much I admire him and the service he
has rendered to our country, both as a
naval pilot and as a Senator and as a
Member of the House of Representa-
tives. However, he has a job to do and
I have a job to do.

I, like most people in the Senate,
have not served in the military. I ac-
knowledge that. But I didn’t go to Can-
ada. I did my best. I had civil obliga-
tions during the time my friend was in
Vietnam.

Mr. McCAIN. If my colleague will
yield, I believe you have served the
State of Nevada and this Nation with
honor.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I do believe
we have a job to do. He does his job the
best he can, and everyone knows how
hard he works. But I also have obliga-
tions to my caucus, to this body, and
to the country.

This is a very big, important bill. I
have had the good fortune for all these
years to work on it. It has been dif-
ficult sometimes where we just barely
made it. I can remember one year that
Senator Levin, who was our man on de-
fense, and Senator MCCAIN—we were
able to do the bill in 2 days. It was an
emergency situation. But we have got-
ten the bill done over all the years I
have been here. We have gotten it done
all the years I have been the leader.

Here is the situation in which we find
ourselves. This bill is almost 2,000
pages long. As he indicated, it could
have been online from sometime
Wednesday night, but the truth is that
we didn’t get the final version of this
bill until last night at 5 o’clock. The
committee voted on the appendix to
this bill last night. They completed it
at b o’clock last night. An important
part of the bill deals with the intel-
ligence aspect of this bill, and a lot of
people want to read that and the rest
of the bill.

I don’t think it is asking too much to
allow Members to understand the bill,

(Mr.
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to have the opportunity—the Presiding
Officer is a very studious man; maybe
he will read every page of that bill.
Most Senators will not, but they will
make sure their staff reads every line.
Why? Because they need to do that.

This bill was marked up in closed ses-
sion. It was marked up privately. There
was no press there. It was done in
closed rooms in the Russell Building. I
believe that is where all the markups
took place. The bill came to the floor.

We have amendments we want to
offer. We have a caucus tomorrow to
talk about that. We have a number of
Senators who are preparing amend-
ments, and they want to discuss them
with the rest of the Democrats prior to
moving to this bill.

We will be out for a week for the Me-
morial Day recess. When we come
back, it would seem to me it would be
much more efficient and productive if
we were ready on that Monday we
come back to start legislating. We are
not ready to do that yet. We are not
ready. We are going to proceed very de-
liberately in spite of all the
castigations about me made on the
Senate floor. I am going to ignore
those because, to be quite honest with
you, anytime we need to talk about
any statements I have made at any
time, I am happy to do it, but I think
it would distract from what we are
doing here today to go into the state-
ments made by the junior Senator from
Arkansas. But I do have to say this: I
am not the reason we are having such
short workdays in the Senate, even
though that was alleged by my friend
from Arkansas.

If we are going to do our job, we are
going to do it the best way we can be-
cause it is important.

I have said it here on the floor, and I
won’t go into a lot more detail than
what I am saying here, but in the room
where we meet on a closed, confiden-
tial basis, last Thursday I met with the
Secretary of Defense. I have the good
fortune every 3 weeks to be briefed on
what is going on around the world by
the military and by others who help us
be safe and secure in this country. We
talked about a number of things that
we need not discuss here openly, but
one thing we can talk about openly
here is that the Secretary of Defense
thinks it is really, really, really—un-
derscore every ‘‘really” I said—to put
in this bill what my friend from Ari-
zona said he is going to do, and that is
move $18 billion from warfighting—the
overseas contingency fund—into reg-
ular, everyday authorization matters
that take away from the ability of this
Pentagon to plan what they are going
to be doing next year or the year
after—this is something we—I—need to
take a hard look at.

I said earlier today that I appreciate
very much the Republican leader re-
sponding to a letter we wrote to him,
saying that on these budgetary mat-
ters, he would stick with the 2-year
deal we made. I am glad. That is great.
But my friend from Arizona wants to
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violate that deal, and I think that is
wrong. We are going to take a hard
look at that because we believe that a
secure nation not only depends on the
Pentagon—bombs and bullets—but it
also depends on all the other agencies
of government that help us maintain
our security: the FBI, the Drug En-
forcement Administration, all of the
different responsibilities of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security.

Let’s understand that no one is try-
ing to stall this legislation. If nothing
happens on this bill in the next 24
hours, I think it will be a much better
process to finish the bill when we come
back. We will do it with our eyes wide
open. No one will be able to say: I
didn’t know that was in there. What I
said—and I will say it with my friend
on the floor—is there are a lot of little
goodies in this bill. I think we need to
take a look at those.

My friend, of all people, who has
worked hard during the entire time he
has been in the Senate—he and I didn’t
get much done in the House. When you
are there for two terms, you don’t get
much done. But in the Senate, he has
gotten a lot done, focusing on what he
believes is wasteful spending in the
government. I disagreed with him on
some of the examples he has pointed
out—some of them have dealt with Ne-
vada—but he has done that well.

We have a responsibility and we have
been trained pretty well by the senior
Senator from Arizona to look at these
bills, what is in them. I have been told
by my staff that we better take a close
look at some of the things that have
been identified in this bill.

I am not here in any way to not give
my full support to the efforts made by
JACK REED, the ranking Democrat on
this committee. This bill is not JOHN
McCAIN’s bill. It is not JACK REED’s
bill. It is our bill. I want to make sure
that this bill—our bill—comes out in a
way that is good for the American peo-
ple. My view of what is good for the
American people may be different from
others, but I think we have a responsi-
bility to do everything we can to pro-
ceed in a very orderly fashion.

As soon as we get on this bill, I will
do my very best to move it along just
as quickly as possible.

I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. McCAIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CUBAN REFUGEE BENEFITS

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I came to
the floor a few weeks ago to bring to
people’s attention an abuse that is oc-
curring in our welfare system, and it
involves Cuban immigration.
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Let me describe the situation we face
today. If an immigrant comes to the
United States from Cuba legally, enter-
ing the United States from another
country—let me rephrase that. If an
immigrant legally enters the United
States from any country in the world,
except for Cuba or Haiti, they cannot
immediately receive Federal benefits.
If you are a legal immigrant and came
to the United States from Venezuela,
Mexico, or Japan—you did your paper-
work and paid your fees—you do not
qualify for any Federal benefits for the
first 5 years you are in this country.
However, there is an exception for peo-
ple who come from Cuba. Under the
Cuban Adjustment Act, anyone who
comes from Cuba legally or illegally—
if you cross the border and say “I am a
Cuban”—you are immediately accepted
into the United States legally. I am
not here today to talk about changing
that status, even though there is a sig-
nificant migratory crisis that is build-
ing, and I do think that issue needs to
be reexamined.

Here is the exception to the law: If
you come to the United States from
Cuba, whether you entered across the
border or entered on a visa, you are one
of the only immigrants in America who
immediately and automatically quali-
fies for Federal benefits. You don’t
have to prove you are a refugee or
prove you are fleeing oppression. You
don’t have to prove anything. You are
automatically assumed to be a polit-
ical refugee and given not just status
in the United States but a series of
public benefits.

For decades this has been because
U.S. law made the presumption that if
you were leaving Cuba to come to the
United States, you were obviously a
refugee. I believe for a lot of people
who are still coming that is true be-
cause they are fleeing a horrible and
oppressive regime and have had no-
where else to go because in many cases
they fear for their lives in Cuba. For
some time now, there has been growing
doubt about whether all of the people
who are now coming from Cuba are, in
fact, fleeing oppression. Or are they in-
creasingly becoming more like an eco-
nomic refugee?

From what we see in South Florida
with our own eyes and also because of
the investigative reporting by the
South Florida SunSentinel, we know
there are growing abuses to this ben-
efit. The reason is that many people
who are coming from Cuba, supposedly
as refugees seeking to flee oppression,
are now traveling back to Cuba 15, 20,
or 30 times a year. That raises an
alarm right away.

If you are entering the United States
and immediately and automatically
given status as refugees—in addition,
you are being given access to a full
portfolio of Federal benefits—because
you are supposedly fleeing oppression,
but then traveling back to Cuba 15, 20,
or 30 times a year in many cases, it
causes us to have a serious doubt about
whether everyone who is coming here
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from Cuba should be considered a ref-
ugee for purposes of benefits, but today
they are.

Even at this very moment, we are
seeing a historic increase in the num-
ber of people who are originally from
Cuba crossing the Mexican-U.S. border.
We have seen an increase in the num-
ber of rafters. Last week there was a
standoff between the Coast Guard and
some Cuban migrants who went up to a
lighthouse and wouldn’t come down be-
cause they wanted to get the status
under the wet-foot, dry-foot policy.

I think we can debate that issue. I
am not here today to propose changes
to the status, but I do think we have to
ask ourselves: What about the Federal
benefits? What about the benefits they
are collecting which are specifically
and exclusively intended for refugees
and refugees only? Obviously, if you
are traveling back to Cuba over and
over again, you are not a refugee and
therefore should not be eligible for
these benefits.

The abuses we have now seen are ex-
tensive. The stories of people who are
actually living in Cuba—they are living
in Cuba but collecting government ben-
efits in America, and their family is
wiring the money to them. There are
people who are collecting an assort-
ment of benefits from housing to cash,
and that money is being sent to them
while they live in Cuba for months and
sometimes years at a time. It is an out-
rage. It is an abuse. By the way, I am
of Cuban descent and live in a commu-
nity with a large number of Cuban ex-
iles and migrants. Our own people in
South Florida are saying that this is
an outrage. They see this abuse. It is
their taxpayer money, and they want
something done about it.

Today we learned from the Congres-
sional Budget Office, which analyzes
these issues in-depth and determines
how much they actually cost tax-
payers, that the long-term cost of this
abuse over the course of the next 10
years will be approximately $2.5 billion
to the American taxpayer. A signifi-
cant percentage of that $2.5 billion is
going to people who aren’t even living
in the United States. We know from in-
vestigations that the money often ends
up back in Cuba. We have seen people
abuse the system over and over again
by having a relative in the United
States who goes to the bank every
month, takes a cut, and sends the rest
of the money to them. That is your
money that is being sent to them.

The American people are a generous
people, but right now those who abuse
the system are taking American tax-
payers for fools, and we need to stop it.
That is why I am hopeful that today’s
report from the Congressional Budget
Office will give us renewed momentum
to end this problem and reform the sys-
tem. The way to do it is by passing a
law I have introduced with Congress-
man CARLOS CURBELO in the House that
ends the automatic assumption in U.S.
law that assumes all Cuban immi-
grants are refugees. It says that in
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order to receive refugee benefits, they
have to prove they are refugees or le-
gitimately fearing for their lives if
they were to return to Cuba.

This is how the process works: If you
cross the U.S.-Mexico border and you
are from Cuba or arrive on a raft, you
will get your status and will be legal in
this country, but you will have to
prove you are actually coming because
you fear persecution before you auto-
matically qualify for refugee benefits.
In essence, all I am asking is that peo-
ple prove they are political refugees be-
fore they qualify for Federal benefits
that are available only to political ref-
ugees.

Lest anyone think this is some sort
of partisan trick, this is a bipartisan
measure that my Democratic col-
league, the senior Senator from Flor-
ida, supports. It has over 50 bipartisan
cosponsors in the House, including the
chairman of the Democratic National
Committee.

I hope we can get this done, even if
the best way to do it is on its own mer-
its with a straight up-or-down vote or
as an amendment included in a larger
bill. With all the talk about paying for
Zika virus funding, maybe this is one
of the ways we can pay for some of
that, but let’s get it done.

Mr. President, $2.5 billion is still real
taxpayer money, a significant percent-
age of which is being misspent on a
loophole that exists in the law that
most people don’t even know is there. I
truly hope we can address it. It makes
all the sense in the world. Everyone is
asking for it. There is no good-faith or
reasonable reason to oppose it, and it is
my hope we can address it before this
Congress adjourns at the end of this
year, or sooner if possible, and that we
can put an end to these abuses once
and for all.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I wish
to add my voice to Chairman MCCAIN’S
comments a little bit ago about mov-
ing forward on the Defense authoriza-
tion bill. T have the honor of serving
with him and Senator REED, the rank-
ing member of the Armed Services
Committee. It is a huge honor, but as
Senator MCCAIN mentioned, we also
have an enormous obligation and re-
sponsibility. The biggest, most impor-
tant thing we do here is probably our
national defense.

The chairman asked a really impor-
tant and simple question: Why? Why
are we not taking up the Defense au-
thorization bill at this time? Why is
the minority leader moving forward
with a filibuster on this important bill
that was voted out of committee al-
most on a complete bipartisan basis?

We have an enormous obligation to
our troops and to the national defense
of our country, and that is what this
bill is all about. We can debate it, but
we need to begin that debate.

My colleague and friend from Arkan-
sas was on the floor here a little bit
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ago, expressing his frustration about
why we are delaying this legislation. I
share that frustration, and I share the
chairman’s frustration.

Why? Why are we filibustering? Why
is the minority leader filibustering this
important bill?

I remind my colleagues on the floor
that this is actually a pattern. If you
remember, at this time last year the
minority leader led a filibuster of the
Defense appropriations bill. It funds
the bill so we can support our troops
who are, by the way, overseas in com-
bat. Despite the fact that the President
and others in the White House want to
tell the American people they are not
in combat, they are in combat. We all
know it. We know it is a fiction.

Last year the minority leader led a
filibuster of the Defense authorization
bill—spending for our troops—not once,
not twice, but three times on the Sen-
ate floor. This pattern of procedural
delays clearly undermines our troops.
There is no doubt about that.

I want to add my voice to my col-
league. I believe it is a bipartisan frus-
tration, not just Republicans. Remem-
ber, the NDAA came out of committee
with huge bipartisan support.

One of the most important things we
do here is focus on our national de-
fense, focus on having a strong mili-
tary, and focus on taking care of our
veterans. We should be bringing that
bill to the floor, not delaying it any
longer, and debating its merits and
moving forward. I just don’t under-
stand why we are not doing that right
now. I certainly don’t think the Amer-
ican people understand it.

THE U.S. ECONOMY

Mr. President, another important
topic that we should be talking about
on the Senate floor more often is the
state of our economy. In my view, na-
tional defense and economic oppor-
tunity for Americans are the critical
things we need to debate in the Senate.

As I have been doing recently, I
wanted to come down here and talk
about the health of our economy and
the importance of getting to a healthy
economy because—make no mistake—
we have a sick economy right now. We
need to bring the U.S. economy, the
greatest economic engine of growth the
world has ever known, back to life. We
need to bring opportunity once again
to people who have lost economic hope.

Let me be clear. Americans don’t eas-
ily give up on hope. We are a country
of hope, a country of dreams. Progress
is in our DNA. We are always moving
forward. But Americans are starting to
lose hope because they are not seeing
opportunity, they are not seeing
progress, and they are not seeing a
healthy economy. So what is going on?

I would like to provide a quote from
a recent article in the Atlantic Month-
ly entitled: ‘““The Secret Shame of the
Middle Class.” I would recommend this
article to my colleagues. The author is
talking about Americans from all spec-
trums who, because of the weak econ-
omy and because of no economic oppor-
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tunity, are living paycheck to pay-
check. Millions of Americans, as he de-
scribes in this article, are living pay-
check to paycheck. He says:

It was happening to the soon-to-retire as
well as the soon-to-begin. It was happening
to college grads as well as high school drop-
outs. It was happening all across the coun-
try, including places where you might least
expect to see such problems. I knew that I
wouldn’t have $400 in an emergency. What I
hadn’t known, couldn’t have conceived, was
that so many other Americans wouldn’t have
that kind of money available to them, ei-
ther. My friend and local butcher, Brian, who
is one of the only men I know who talks
openly about his financial struggles, once
told me, ‘if anyone says he’s sailing
through, he’s lying.”

Then the author goes on to make a
very important statement. He says: “‘In
the 1950s and ’60s, American economic
growth democratized prosperity.”’ Ev-
erybody had opportunity with strong
economic growth. But, ‘“‘in the 2010s,”
he says, ‘“‘we have managed to democ-
ratize financial insecurity.”

That is what is happening across the
country. In my opinion, a big part of
the problem—one that is playing out in
our politics right now—is the fact that
those who are hurting are not being
heard. They see their lives. They know
their lives. They know the challenges.
Nearly half of Americans would have
trouble finding $400 in a crisis, as this
article lays out, and yet it doesn’t
match up with what their leaders are
telling them.

Let me give you an example. In a re-
cent speech, President Obama actually
said: “We are better off today than we
were just seven years ago.” He said
that anybody who tells you differently
“is not telling the truth.” That is the
President.

I guarantee you the President is not
agreeing with this article. I hate to in-
form the President, but even former
President Bill Clinton recently had
this to say about the Obama economy:
“Millions and millions and millions
. . . of people look at the pretty pic-
ture of America [President Obama]
painted, and they cannot find them-
selvesinit. . .”

That is former President Bill Clinton
on the current State of the U.S. econ-
omy. It is not hard to see why so many
can’t find themselves in the picture
that the President has painted of our
current economy. During nearly 8
years of the Obama administration, the
number of Americans participating in
the labor force shrank to its lowest
level since 1978. What does that mean?
It means Americans have just quit
looking for jobs. In the last 8 years,
more Americans have fallen into pov-
erty, family paychecks have declined,
and the number of people on food
stamps has skyrocketed by 40 percent—
all during the last 8 years. The percent-
age of Americans who own homes, the
marker of the American dream—home-
ownership—is down by over 5 percent.

Let me give you another number
that, although many Americans aren’t
familiar with, impacts them deeply. A
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few weeks ago it was announced by the
Commerce Department that the econ-
omy essentially stopped growing. Last
quarter we grew at 0.5 percent of GDP,
or gross domestic product. That is an
indicator of progress, an indicator of
the health of our economy, of our coun-
try, of opportunity. It was stagnant. It
didn’t grow.

Let me put this in perspective. In the
past 200 years, American real GDP
growth through Democratic or Repub-
lican Presidents—it doesn’t matter; we
have had ups and downs—has been
about 4 percent, or 3.7 percent. This is
what has made our country great. This
is what has fueled the engine of the
middle class of America. Under this ad-
ministration, the average has been an
anemic 1.5 percent of GDP growth. We
have never had even one quarter of 3
percent of GDP growth. Now the ad-
ministration doesn’t talk about that.
In fact, very few do. We need to talk
about it more on the Senate floor. But
the American people feel it.

This article describes it. They see it
again and again when one of their
neighbors or loved ones loses a job,
when they see their paychecks stag-
nant for 8 years, when they see another
small business in their community
closing, or when they start wondering
how they are going to put their chil-
dren through college. They see it in the
long road ahead of them that shows no
promise of a brighter future because of
the lack of economic opportunity.
They see it, and, as this article de-
scribes, they feel the stinging shame.

The bottom line is that we have had
a lost decade of economic growth and
opportunity in the last 10 years. We
need to get serious about this problem.
We need to focus on this problem al-
most above any other issue.

My colleagues a lot of times come
down here and talk about a moral im-
perative. This is a moral imperative—
to create a healthy economy for the en-
tire country—but we are not doing
that.

Now, what are the solutions? Well,
we ask the experts: How do you grow
the economy? How can we create arti-
cles that talk about opportunity and
not the shame of the middle class? One
idea certainly is that we have to re-
form a Federal Government that tries
to overregulate every aspect of our
economy, especially the small busi-
nesses. When asking the experts or
politicians, they all agree. A number of
us had an opportunity to talk to
former Chairman of the Fed Alan
Greenspan yesterday. This clearly is
one of the issues where he thinks we
need to ignite traditional levels of eco-
nomic growth—regulatory reform.

Again, Bill Clinton, in a Newsweek
cover article in 2011 said that the No. 1
thing we need to do is to move forward
on regulatory reform to get projects
moving, to build this country again.

Even President Obama, in his State
of the Union Address this year, said we
have to cut redtape and we have to
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lessen the regulatory burden on Ameri-
cans. So there seems to be widespread
agreement, but it is all talk.

When we actually try to act, when we
actually try to do just minimal re-
forms to this explosion in the growth
of Federal rules and regulations over
the last several decades—when we try
to do just a little of this—we are
stopped, stymied, and caught up in pol-
itics.

Let me give you just two recent ex-
amples. I introduced a bill called the
RED Tape Act, a very simple bill de-
bated on the Senate floor that essen-
tially would put a cap on Federal regu-
lations—a ‘‘one in, one out’ rule. If a
Federal agency is putting more regs on
the U.S. economy, then we have to
look at our big portfolio of regulations
and sunset the equivalent economic
burden in terms of regs. It is a very
simple idea. It is a 4-page bill. The UK
is doing this, Canada is doing this, and
it is working.

Some of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle certainly thought it
was a good idea, but when we brought
it to the floor—the simple idea that
would help our economy—there was a
party-line vote. It goes down.

Just last week, as we were debating
the Transportation appropriations bill,
we wanted to move on another simple
reg idea. The idea is simple. If there is
a bridge in a neighborhood and it is
structurally deficient—and by the way,
the United States has 61,000 struc-
turally deficient bridges—and the
bridge is not going to be expanded but
is just going to receive maintenance or
be reconstructed, the permit can be ex-
pedited so that it doesn’t take 5 years
to build or reconstruct the bridge.
Again, it was a very simple amendment
that used common sense on regs. We
were told: No, the other side viewed it
as a poison pill. We even heard that the
White House was thinking about
threatening to veto the bill if that
amendment was attached to it. These
are simple, commonsense ideas that
the American people fully support to
keep them safe and to grow our econ-
omy.

We need to grow our economy. We
need to take action on the Senate floor
to help grow our economy. We need to
bring this sick economy back to
health, but we are not doing it right
now. Instead, we see articles such as
the one I just mentioned about middle-
class Americans living paycheck to
paycheck because they don’t have op-
portunity.

What we need to do, in addition to fo-
cusing on the defense of our Nation and
taking care of our troops, is to get this
anemic economy—this lost decade of
economic growth that we have seen
over the last 10 years—roaring again,
to provide opportunity and hope for
Americans. That is what we should be
focused on.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PERDUE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I rise
this afternoon to speak on S. 2943,
which is the National Defense Author-
ization Act that we recently invoked
cloture on the motion to proceed. I
guess we are going to be on this bill,
and I am glad we are. In particular, I
want to address section 578 of this act.

Section 578 is designed to protect our
servicemembers’ children when they
are in school—specifically, to protect
them from convicted pedophiles and
other dangerous felons who try to infil-
trate our Nation’s schools, when they
can, to find more victims. This is a
cause I have been working on for at
least 2% years in the Senate. We have
a serious problem. We have made some
progress, but we have a long way to go.

For me, this effort to address this
began with a terrible story of a child
named Jeremy Bell. The story begins
in my home State of Pennsylvania, in
Delaware County, PA.

A schoolteacher had molested several
boys and had raped one of them. Offi-
cials at the school figured out that
something was going wrong, prosecu-
tors were brought in, but they never
felt they had enough evidence to press
charges to bring a case. The school de-
cided they would dismiss this teacher.
They didn’t want him around anymore,
but, shockingly and appallingly, they
decided that to facilitate his departure
from the school, they would help him
get a job in another school. They would
actually recommend him for hire some-
where else. Well, he did get a job in an-
other school, in West Virginia, in part,
with the help of the letter of rec-
ommendation he got from the Dela-
ware County School District.

That teacher went on to become a
school principal, and of course he con-
tinued his appalling victimization of
children. It ended when he raped and
murdered a 12-year-old boy named Jer-
emy Bell.

Justice eventually caught up with
that monster who had gone from Penn-
sylvania to West Virginia. He is now in
jail, where I hope he will remain for
the rest of his life, but for Jeremy Bell,
of course, that justice came too late.

Sadly, Jeremy Bell is not alone. Year
after year, we see staggering and heart-
breaking numbers. In 2014, at least 459
teachers and other professional school
workers across the country were ar-
rested for sexual misconduct with the
kids they are supposed to be taking
care of. That is more than one per day.
In 2015, the number went up. It got
worse—it was 496 arrests—again,
schoolteachers and school personnel
who have unsupervised contact with
these children, and so far 2016 is not
doing any better. We have had 185 ar-
rests in just 144 days.
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One way to look at this is, just since
I got engaged in this battle 2% years
ago, we have had at least 1,140 school
employees arrested for sexual mis-
conduct with the children in their care.
Of course, these are just the ones who
have been caught. These are the ones
we know about. These are the ones
where there is enough information and
evidence that the law enforcement
folks were comfortable in making an
arrest. How many more? How much is
this going on?

Of course, every one of these stories
is a terrible tragedy for the victims.
Like the child whose sexual abuse
began at age 10 and only ended when,
at 17, she found she was pregnant with
the teacher’s child or the teacher’s aide
who raped a young mentally disabled
boy who was in his care. These are hard
things to talk about but think about
how infinitely harder it is for the vic-
tims who suffer through this, and the
examples go on and on.

This has to stop. We have to be doing
everything we can to try to prevent
this and to protect the kids who are in
our country’s schools. This is why, in
2013, I introduced a bill that was meant
to do exactly that. It was called the
Protecting Students from Sexual and
Violent Predators Act. It is a bipar-
tisan bill, and it included fundamen-
tally two protections.

The first was a ban on this terrible
practice that led to the murder of Jer-
emy Bell. It holds that a school would
have to be forbidden from knowingly
recommending for hire someone who
was a known child molester. It seems
so appalling. How could this happen?
But the Jeremy Bell case is not the
only case. In fact, this phenomenon by
which schools try to get rid of their
monsters by making him someone
else’s problem is so widely recognized
that schools will facilitate that person
getting a job somewhere else. This phe-
nomenon has its own name. It is called
passing the trash. People who are advo-
cates for crime victims, people who
help children cope with the horrendous
experience they have been through,
know this very well. They know this
phenomenon because they have seen it
all too often. That is the first piece of
my legislation from 2013, make it ille-
gal to knowingly pass the trash.

The second piece is to require a thor-
ough background check—a thorough
criminal background check whenever
someone is being hired who will have
unsupervised contact with children in
the school. That means teachers, but it
also means coaches, it means the
schoolbus driver, it means contractors,
if the contractor will have that kind of
access to the children.

Last December we had an important
victory on this because the first pro-
tection, the prohibition against know-
ingly passing the trash, passed the Sen-
ate. It was a battle. There were people
here who fought this very aggressively,
but eventually I was able to get a vote
on the Senate floor and it passed over-
whelmingly. It was then included in
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the text of the Every Student Succeeds
Act. That legislation has since been
signed into law. So it is now the law of
the land that it is forbidden to know-
ingly recommend these pedophiles for
hire.

As I said, that was only the first part
of our legislation. The success we had
back in December was only a first step.
We were not able to succeed with the
tougher, more comprehensive back-
ground checks we need. So I said at the
time: I am not finished. We are going
to continue this fight—and we are.

That is why I am here today—be-
cause the legislation we are about to
take up, the National Defense Author-
ization Act, takes us another impor-
tant step forward, which helps in this
effort to have more comprehensive
background checks.

I have a personal interest in this. I
have three young children—a 15-year-
old, a 14-year-old, and a 6-year-old—and
I represent 12.8 million Pennsylva-
nians. The vast majority of the people
I represent have the same view I do,
which is: When we put our kids on a
bus in the morning to go to school, we
have every right to believe we are send-
ing our child to the safest possible en-
vironment. So that is what this is
about.

What this legislation does in the De-
fense authorization bill is it incor-
porates a bill I introduced earlier this
year. That bill is called the protecting
our servicemembers’ children act. The
national defense authorization bill
takes my bill, this protecting our serv-
icemembers’ children act, and incor-
porates it. It builds it in. It covers
DOD, Defense Department-operated
schools in the United States, of which
there are many, but it also covers
schools in school districts that receive
Federal impact aid because children of
our military folks attend those
schools. So that is one of the ways we
cover some of the cost of educating the
children of our men and women in uni-
form. We do it by providing this impact
aid to the school districts to which
they send their kids.

What my legislation does and what
the NDAA therefore does is it requires
these schools to conduct the same kind
of background check that the DOD re-
quires of its own schools, which is ex-
actly the right thing to do. It also pro-
vides that if a person has been con-
victed of certain serious crimes—which
includes violent or sexual crimes
against a child—then that criminal
may not be employed in a position that
gives him unsupervised access to chil-
dren. It is as simple as that.

This will cover schools that serve
about 17 percent of our schoolchildren,
roughly 8.5 million kids. I think this is
just common sense. A Dbackground
check for school workers is simply
common sense. All States, all school
districts do this to some degree. The
problem is, not everyone does it to an
adequate degree. It should not be pos-
sible for a person who has been con-
victed of child rape to walk out of pris-
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on, walk down the street, and get a job
in an elementary school. That should
be absolutely impossible.

I am not suggesting that a convict
shouldn’t be able to get any job, but I
absolutely am suggesting that he
should not be able to get a job in which
he has unsupervised contact with chil-
dren. To me, that is a no-brainer.

This feature—my bill, this legisla-
tion—does not impose any new burdens
on the Department of Defense. The
DOD regulation already requires this
thorough background check on all
DOD-operated schools. But what we do
is reaffirm that so that no future ad-
ministration could water that down by
Executive order or some other way.

Also, I suggest that there is an im-
portant reason why it is absolutely es-
sential that we provide this protection
to the members of our military; that
is, the men and women who put on the
uniform of this country don’t always
have a say in where they are going to
be stationed. They don’t necessarily
get to decide which base and which
State they are going to work and,
therefore, which school their children
will attend. So when they get moved to
another State, over which they have no
say, they certainly have no say in the
background check policy of that school
or that school district or that State.
The least we can do for these men and
women who take enormous personal
risks and make huge sacrifices to pro-
tect us is to protect their kids when
their kids are going to school.

I should salute the efforts of State
Senator Tony Williams from Pennsyl-
vania because the children in Pennsyl-
vania are protected by a very rigorous
background check system, thanks
largely to Senator Williams’ insistence
that we do this and his advocacy for
legislation that gets that done.

When Pennsylvania servicemembers
are stationed in another State, they
still deserve the same level of protec-
tion that they get in Pennsylvania. But
Tony Williams’ bill that is now the law
of the land in Pennsylvania does not
apply beyond the borders of Pennsyl-
vania, and that is why we need this leg-
islation—to make sure that all the men
and women who wear the uniform of
this country can know that their chil-
dren will have this protection. The
least we can do for the people who are
ensuring the safety and security of all
of us in our country is to make sure
their children are safe from convicted
pedophiles and other dangerous felons
who attempt to infiltrate the schools.

Let me also thank someone else. 1
want to thank the chairman. Senator
MCcCAIN has been an ally of mine in this
ongoing battle to keep our kids safer
for years now. His leadership has been
outstanding. It is because of his com-
mitment to the safety and security of
our kids that my legislation is in the
National Defense Authorization Act,
the legislation that we are considering
today.

Senator MCCAIN was a cosponsor of
my first bill to protect kids in the
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classroom. His support was essential in
the victory we had last year when we
were able to prohibit passing the trash.
It is absolutely the case that without
his steadfast support, we would not
have this provision in this legislation
today. So I am very grateful to Senator
McCAIN for his leadership on this, and
I am proud to be standing with him on
this important issue.

Let me close with this. It is past
time to act; it is past time to do some-
thing about this. In the 2% years since
I have been trying to make sure that
we stop permitting schools to pass the
trash, in the 2% years since I have been
trying to get the most rigorous stand-
ards for doing background checks—dur-
ing that time alone—there have been
over 1,100 school employees arrested.
Those are the ones we know about.

How much bigger does this number
have to get? How much longer do we
have to wait? More importantly, how
many Kkids have to be brutalized? How
many kids have to have their childhood
shattered before we are going to im-
pose the toughest possible regimen to
protect these kids? I have seen way
more than enough. The families who
have been torn apart by this dev-
astating crime have seen way too
much.

I urge my colleagues today to get
this done. Let’s take a big step forward
in providing a significant additional
level of security and protection for the
children of the men and women who
sacrifice so much to protect all of us.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BOOZMAN. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ScoTT). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to use a visual aid during my speech.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

GENETICALLY MODIFIED FOOD LABELING

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, the
most important three words in our
Constitution are the first three words:
“We the People.”” When our Founders
were crafting our Constitution, they
put those words in oversized print so
that hundreds of years later Members
of Congress—the House and Senate—
and citizens across this Nation would
remember that this is what our Con-
stitution is all about—‘We the Peo-
ple.” It is not ‘“‘we the powerful’ or
“we the privileged.” It is “We the Peo-
ple.”

President Jefferson said that we can
only claim to be a republic to the de-
gree that the decisions of our govern-
ment reflect the will of the people. He
went on to say that the only way our
government will make decisions which
reflect the will of the people is if the

(Mr.
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people have an equal voice. An example
of that was the town square, where
each individual could stand up and
make their position known before a
vote was held on whom they were going
to elect, and so on and so forth.

The challenge today is that the town
square is the television, radio, and
Web. Unfortunately, those are not free,
the way the town square was in Jeffer-
son’s day, and that means that the role
of money can change everything.

Unfortunately, we have had a couple
of Supreme Court decisions that do not
do due accord to the very heart of our
Constitution because they have essen-
tially said that even though the com-
mons, or town square, is for sale, we
are going to allow the few people and
corporations with billions of dollars to
buy up the town square and use the
equivalent of a megaphone sound sys-
tem to drown out the voice of the peo-
ple. That is the opposite of what ‘“We
the People” is all about, and that is
the opposite of what our Constitution
is all about.

Periodically, I have come to the floor
to talk about a variety of issues that
are relevant to the Jefferson vision—
that we can only be a republic to the
degree that our decisions reflect the
will of the people. The issue I will talk
about today—and this is an issue that
Democrats, Republicans, and Independ-
ents overwhelmingly support—is about
whether or not their food has been ge-
netically modified, and if so, should
those ingredients be listed on the pack-
age.

I am raising this issue today because
on July 1 of this year, Vermont will
have a new law which will require la-
beling on the packages of food that
have genetically modified ingredients,
and that has led to a conversation here
in this Chamber about whether we at
the Federal level should allow that to
happen. Should we allow Vermont to
make this requirement? There are a lot
of food producers who say: We really
don’t want the people to know about
the details of their food. Well, I think
Americans across this country dis-
agree.

As I mentioned, the overwhelming
majority support the right to know.
The argument has been made that we
can’t allow State after State or county
after county to have conflicting stand-
ards about what we list on food labels
because that would be impossible for
interstate commerce, and that is a fair
point. How can a food manufacturer be
expected to accommodate a multitude
of different labeling requirements from
county to county, city to city, or State
to State? That is a fair case if there is
a risk of multiple standards. There is
no risk of that at this moment because
only one State has passed a standard
which will be going into effect in a cou-
ple of months. Just as we have seen
with other policies across this Nation,
to something that one State tries, an-
other State might say: Yes, let’s do
that but in a slightly different way. So
there is a legitimate concern about
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conflicting standards. Again, it is not
an immediate concern or something to
cause this Chamber to act today. But if
indeed other jurisdictions say they
would like to have the same type of in-
formation available to their citizens,
who also overwhelmingly want that in-
formation, then there is a potential for
that and a legitimate cause for us to
discuss it here.

Here is the thing. If you are going to
take away the ability of cities, coun-
ties, and States to respond to the citi-
zens’ desire to know about whether
there are GMOs, or genetically modi-
fied ingredients, in their food, then you
have to replace it with a national
standard that answers that question. If
you fail to do so, you are simply deny-
ing the rights of citizens across the
country to know what is in their food,
and that is just wrong.

There is a name for the bill for deny-
ing Americans the right to know, and
it is called the DARK Act, or Deny
Americans the Right to Know Act. It is
appropriate that it be called the DARK
Act because it is all about keeping con-
sumers in the dark about something
they would like to know. There are
many people here who say: Well, we
know better than consumers. They
want to know, but we don’t want them
to know because there is no reason
they should know because why would
they have any concern if they knew all
the facts? Is that our decision to make?

We decided to label food and let peo-
ple know whether there is salt in it.
Some people want it, some people
don’t. We decided to put calories on the
package. Some people want more cal-
ories, and some want less, but they
have the right to know. Some people
want preservatives to make it taste
better and some don’t, and so on and so
forth. It is simply the consumer’s right
to know and make choices accordingly.

This conversation is not about
whether GMO food is safe to eat. Per-
son after person has come to this floor
and said it is safe to eat, there is no
proven impact on citizens, and so
therefore it is legitimate to strip citi-
zens from the right to know. There are
lots of ingredients we put on packages
that have no carcinogenic effects, but
citizens want the full list, and that is
what we provided them. Some want to
know the individual pieces of that
story.

Let’s turn back to this question
about the fact that GMOs themselves—
genetically modified plants—are not
substantially in one camp or another,
wonderful or terrible. There are all
kinds of genetic modifications that
have taken place. For example, this
chart shows golden rice. Golden rice
has been modified to have vitamin A.
In parts of the world where there is vi-
tamin A deficiency, this has been very
beneficial. Let’s turn to carrots. Some
carrots have been modified to treat for
a genetic disorder called Gaucher’s dis-
ease, a metabolic disorder where people
lack a specific enzyme which helps rid
the body of fatty substances that then

May 25, 2016

accumulates causing enlarged livers
and spleens and bone damage, bruising,
and anemia. So people are very happy
we have a way to address that.

Researchers have been developing
sweet potatoes that withstand multiple
viral infections commonly encountered
in Southern Africa. That enables sweet
potatoes to be grown and be part of the
subsistence and is a substantial source
of food in that region. There are also
genetic modifications that cause con-
cerns. Most genetically modified crops
grown in the United States have been
altered to confer resistance to a chem-
ical herbicide known as glyphosate.
Glyphosate is a weed killer, and essen-
tially as the application of glyphosate
has gone up dramatically from 1994 to
the current time—we can see the huge
increase in the application of this weed
killer on this chart—we have had a cor-
responding general depletion of the
monarch butterfly in those regions
where glyphosate is used. That is a
concern. Monarchs have been crashing,
and that is a concern to folks.

Look at and think about the runoff.
If you put billions of gallons of weed
killer on crops, and there are billions
of gallons running into the waterways,
it has an impact on the waterways. It
changes the makeup of the waterways
because of the weed Kkiller killing var-
ious organisms within the streams.
Herbicides in our waterways can have a
negative impact on fish, mussels, am-
phibians, and microorganisms.

There is also a challenge in which
plants evolve in response to the appli-
cations of glyphosate. We can end up
with what are called superweeds, which
are weeds that have been in the pres-
ence of the herbicide so often that the
natural mutations occurring cause the
weeds to evolve and they become
superweeds. We had the same problem
with these corn-destroying rootworms.
They have been evolving to be resist-
ant to the pesticide that is placed into
the plant cell by genetic modification.

In short, there are competing consid-
erations to balance, some benefits and
some concerns. Some people have
reached the conclusion that they are
very comfortable consuming geneti-
cally modified foods, and other individ-
uals can reach a different equally jus-
tifiable conclusion that they have con-
cerns and want to know more about the
specific types of modification. The way
they find out is, they get an alert on
the package to show there are GMO in-
gredients and they can go to the Web
site and look at the herbicide involved.
That is why labeling matters. It is an
alert to the citizens so they can gain
more information and decide if they
are comfortable or uncomfortable.

What we have seen are companies
that are starting to say, because we
value the relationship with our cus-
tomers, because our company believes
in having high integrity in that rela-
tionship, we do not want to be part of
the DARK movement—the ‘‘deny
Americans the right to know’” move-
ment. We want to be part of the move-
ment that says if our consumers want
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to know, we are going to give them
that information.

There are a variety of companies
that have announced they are going to
provide that information on their
foods. One of them is the Mars com-
pany. Here I have a package of M&Ms,
and right on the package they are now
disclosing. They have a phrase. I know
it would be impossible to read this so
we have enlarged this a bit and repro-
duced it. It says ‘‘partially produced
with genetic engineering.” So they
give a heads-up on every package of
M&Ms across the country. They give a
heads-up to consumers, and if they
want to know more about the details,
they can contact Mars to find out
about the details. That is integrity.
That is honoring citizens who have a
desire to know what is in their food.

We have all grown up seeing the won-
derful pictures of Campbell’s soups in
advertisements and the warm hearty
meal of tomato soup. I know when I
was sick as a child I always looked for-
ward to that Campbell’s tomato soup.
Campbell’s has said: We want to honor
the integrity of the relationship with
our consumer. We are not going to be
part of the ‘‘deny Americans the right
to know” movement. We are not going
to be on the side of the DARK, and we
are going to be on the side of informa-
tion that citizens desire to have. They
are putting labels on their products,
and a number of companies are fol-
lowing suit in honor of protecting the
consumer’s right to know.

That is certainly commendable, and I
commend the companies that do not
feel like they are trying to mislead or
hide from their consumers, but in fact
support the integrity of the relation-
ship with the folks who buy their prod-
ucts. Some of the companies that have
done this are ConAgra, General Mills,
Kellogg’s, and, as I mentioned, Mars.
They have already begun to label their
products in anticipation of Vermont’s
July 1 requirement.

Vermont has a 6-month grace pe-
riod—so, again, it is not just around
the corner—but the beginning period
companies are asked to meet is July 1.
Because companies are now putting it
on their labels, they are discovering
there is nothing scary to consumers
about it. Just like anything else on the
ingredients list on labels of packages,
it is information that different con-
sumers can evaluate when it matters
to their life.

There is a group of Senators who
have said they do want to be part of
the DARK Act, deny Americans the
right to know. So we will have a vol-
untary labeling plan nationally. We
will take away State’s rights to put in-
formation on the package and replace
it with a voluntary request for compa-
nies to disclose. That is no justifica-
tion for taking away the ability of
States to require what consumers
want, which is not a voluntary disclo-
sure, it is a required disclosure. If a
State wants to do that, they should be
honored. If we take away that right, we
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need to do a replacement at the na-
tional level.

As a part of this movement, this
Deny Americans the Right to Know
Act, they say: You know what. We are
willing to suggest that companies put a
barcode on their product and con-
sumers can scan that code or they can
put a quick response computer code,
which is a square code with all the lit-
tle squares on it—something like what
you have on an airline ticket. They
suggest that we put this quick response
code on it, and if somebody wants to
know what is in our product, they can
scan it with their smartphone and look
it up on a Web site. That is not a con-
sumer-friendly label. That is a scam.

Not all consumers have a
smartphone. Not all consumers have a
digital plan that allows them to scan
something in that fashion. They don’t
all have a phone with a camera. We are
asking them to have to spend money
out of their phone plan in order to look
up information that should have just
been on the package in the first place.
That is a tax. That is a DARK Act tax
on American consumers.

Some of my colleagues who talk
about not putting taxes on individuals
just voted for that DARK tax a few
weeks ago. I hope they reconsider that
type of imposition on the moms and
dads and brothers and sisters through-
out America. No one going down the
aisle to shop is going to sit there and
compare four different soups by taking
pictures of four different soups and
going to four different Web sites to
look up that information. Plus, con-
sumers are also disclosing information
about themselves when they go to
those Web sites. That is an invasion of
privacy on top of the DARK tax that
my colleagues want to impose on
American consumers. It is wrong on
multiple levels.

Some of my colleagues say: Let’s put
an 800 number on the label, with no ex-
planation of why it is there. Well, you
can take most products in America and
you can probably find an 800 number
somewhere on that package with some
corporate information line, but when
you put an 800 number on with no ex-
planation of why it is there, that is not
consumer information. That is like
taking an ingredients list on the pack-
age and replacing it with an 800 num-
ber. Call this and we will read you a
list of ingredients on the phone. It is
absurd, it is ridiculous, and it is offen-
sive to try to say that type of scam is
a replacement for consumer-friendly
information right on the package.

Do you want to know how to deter-
mine whether you are being true to the
desire of consumers to have a con-
sumer-friendly label? Well, I will tell
you. It is called the 1-second test. We
have a product on the shelf. We pick it
up, turn it over, and look—1 second. I
see the answer that there are or are not
genetically modified ingredients in this
package. That is the 1-second test.
That is a fair replacement for State
standards.
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It can be done in a variety of ways.
There can be a symbol on the package.
I suggest that the FDA or USDA can
choose a symbol. Brazil chooses to
have a key for transgenic in a triangle.
We can do that. We can put a “B’’ on it
for biotechnology. We can put a ‘G’ or
“GM” for genetically modified. There
are all sorts of options that would be a
simple way for consumers to see what
is there. We can put a phrase such as
Mars has done on their candy or we can
put an asterisk on the ingredients that
have been modified with a phrase below
to explain the asterisk. All of those are
possible, but an unlabeled phone num-
ber, an unlabeled barcode or quick re-
sponse code—because it is a deliberate
effort to pretend you are solving some-
thing when you are not, that is a
shameful scam, and it should never
pass scrutiny on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

I said earlier that citizens across this
country want a consumer-friendly
label. We can look to a survey that was
done. This is a 2016 likely election vot-
ers survey that was done in November
of 2015, and it shows that 89 percent of
Americans said they would like to have
the information on the label. They say
they favor labels on foods that have
been genetically engineered or contain
genetically engineered ingredients. So
it is basically 9 out of 10 who not only
favored but strongly favored such la-
beling. To put it simply, 9 out of 10
Americans want the information on
the label, and rounding off, 8 out of 10
feel very strongly about this.

Here is something that is interesting.
We are often divided by party here. The
Republicans are sitting on the right
side, the Democrats are on the left
side. There is partisan division—maybe
Independents have a view in the mid-
dle. On this issue, Democrats believe, 9
out of 10, rounding off, that we should
have these labels. Republicans believe,
9 out of 10, that we should have these
labels. Wouldn’t it be ironic if the one
thing Americans can agree on—wheth-
er they are east coast or west coast or
North or South or Democrat or Repub-
lican or Independent—the one issue
they can all agree on, this body decides
to do the opposite and take away that
ability. That certainly counters the
fundamental principle that Jefferson
put forward of the ‘‘we the people’ de-
mocracy. We can only claim to be a re-
public to the degree that what we do
reflects the will of the people.

So we should think about that a lot
because there is a lot of conversation
about folks who want to spring a sur-
prise on the American people. They
want to come down here to the floor on
some bill in the near future, with some
amendment or some motion or some
reconsideration, and spring a surprise
and drive the DARK Act through with
little public notice. Why is that? Be-
cause they are afraid of the opinions of
the American people. They want to
hide their decision in a short period of
time with no ability for the American
people to be filled in on the fact that
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they are attempting to pass legislation
that overturns what 90 percent or 9 out
of 10 Americans want. So we need to be
aware of this.

I encourage my colleagues: Do not be
part of this ‘‘deny Americans the right
to know’ movement—this movement
that is opposed by 9 out of 10 Ameri-
cans in the Democratic camp, in the
Republican camp, in the Independent
camp, in every geography of America.
Don’t be part of going so profoundly, so
fundamentally, so overwhelmingly
against the will of the American peo-
ple.

We put a lot of things on packages
because the American people ask for
that information. If you buy in a gro-
cery store of any size, they are re-
quired to put whether fish is farm
raised or wild. Why do we require that?
It is not because being farm raised is
going to kill people; it is because citi-
zens have a desire to know and to vote
with their food dollar—vote with their
food dollar for something they believe
to be important. It may have to do
with the taste of the product. It may
have to do with the difference in anti-
biotics that are used in farmed versus
wild. It may have to do with their de-
sire to envision that food when it was
swimming the broad, beautiful Pacific
Ocean, the incredible salmon of the Pa-
cific Ocean and the salmon of the At-
lantic Ocean. But the point is, it is
their right to know. Nothing much is
as important to us as what we put into
our bodies.

People fundamentally feel they
should be able to have full information.
We, indeed, provide information on
whether juice is reconstituted from
concentrate or is fresh, not because it
will cause you to get sick, not because
it is unhealthy to consume, but be-
cause consumers desire to know and
they want to exercise their food dollars
appropriately. Some people say: I real-
ly would like to have the stuff the way
it was squeezed out of the fruit rather
than frozen and condensed and recon-
stituted. So we provide that informa-
tion because of that citizen desire.
Should we not honor our citizens in
this issue as well? Isn’t it wrong for a
group of Senators to plot to come to
this floor and to put forward an amend-
ment or put forward a reconsideration
or put forward a bill on short notice so
that the American people have little
chance to weigh in? Personally, I think
it is very wrong. That is why I am
speaking today.

It is not as if this question of putting
labels on food is something new or dif-
ferent; it is being done all around the
world. Sixty-four countries, including
28 members of the European Union and
Japan and Australia, already require
mandatory GMO labeling. We can add
Brazil to that list. We can add China to
that list.

China has no democratic forum in
which to respond to the will of the peo-
ple. The decisions are top down. Yet
the leadership of China has said: Our
consumers care enough about this that
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we are going to disclose that informa-
tion. Isn’t it profoundly ironic that
here in the United States of America,
where citizens have a voice, a group of
Senators are trying to suppress that
voice, are trying to implement and
deny Americans the right to know,
when the leaders of China have decided
this is information consumers deserve?

Let me return to where I started—the
vision of a ‘‘we the people’” democracy.
We have gone far afield from that. The
role of money in politics has put us in
a very different position because that
money weighs in, and it corrupts the
fundamental nature of our legislative
process. That is why we are having this
debate over denying Americans the
right to know when 9 out of 10 want
that information—because of the cor-
rupting power of massive concentra-
tions of campaign cash in our system.

So let’s do something we should do
all the time: Set aside the campaign.
Set aside the desire to raise money. Set
aside those issues and ask yourself,
aren’t we here to help pursue the will
of the people? In this case, in our ‘“‘we
the people’” democracy, shouldn’t we
give our citizens the same right to
know—a right they overwhelmingly ex-
pect and demand—as 64 other countries
in the world?

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TULSA RACE RIOT ANNIVERSARY

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, I
would like to ask this body for just a
moment to remember something that
there are probably many people who
have never heard of for the first time
because, for whatever reason, a bit of
America’s past seemed to just dis-
appear from memory as soon as it oc-
curred. Let me take us back almost 100
years for a moment.

The summer of 1919 was commonly
referred to after the fact as the ‘‘Red
Summer.” The Red Summer included
race riots all over America, White-on-
Black riots specifically. There were
White individuals moving into Black
neighborhoods and devastating those
communities. That happened in
Charleston, SC; Long View, TX; Bisbee,
AZ; Norfolk, VA; Chicago; Washington,
DC; Elaine, AR; Knoxville, TN; Omaha,
NE; and many other places. Scattered
around the country, one after another,
month after month, those race riots
moved.

As World War I veterans—at that
time, we called it the Great War—as
those veterans returned home, many
looking for jobs—and the anxiety that
rose up from that—as many Black
Americans who had bravely fought in
World War I pursued jobs and were un-
able to get them or were hated by
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Whites because some of these Black in-
dividuals came home and took some of
the jobs that they were ‘“‘entitled to,”
the tensions began to rise across the
country. It burst out into riots.

Oklahoma was mostly spared from
that in 1919 and in 1920, but on May 30
of 1921, a young man named Dick Row-
land who worked downtown, an Afri-
can-American gentleman, was 19 years
old. He was actually shining shoes in
downtown Tulsa, which, if you have
ever been to Tulsa and if you have
missed it—if you